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Summary of Comments on Draft Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap 
Prepared May 9, 2018 by NCR with assistance from Zan Associates 
 

The 70 neighborhood organizations in the City of Minneapolis are vital to the city’s success.  Neighborhoods create 

a sense of place and belonging, communicate local issues to the city and citywide issues to residents, and leverage 

city funds through volunteers.  NEIGHBORHOODS 2020, led by the Neighborhood Community Relations 

Department, will recommend future funding levels and a service delivery model.   

 

The Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap was circulated for public comment in March-April 2018.  Comments were 

received from 33 neighborhood organizations and 16 individuals.  Key themes of the comments received are 

summarized below.   

 

Theme 1: Neighborhoods should continue to be autonomous organizations 
There is a lot of pride in the award-winning, autonomous, non-profit system of neighborhood organizations in 

Minneapolis – and this was reflected in the comments received on Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap.  While it is 

challenging to provide consistent services to 70 neighborhood organizations – and the needs vary widely - the 

benefits include understanding of local issues, flexibility, creativity, and connections to residents and businesses.  

Neighborhoods want to create their own destinies and set their own agendas.   

 

Theme 2: A multi-year, flexible, objective, dependable source of funding is 
needed 
Neighborhoods rely heavily on current city funding and volunteers. With one voice, neighborhoods expressed a 

need for additional funding and, perhaps more importantly, used words like ongoing, dependable, perpetuity, 

stable, consistent, continual, certainty, guaranteed.  Neighborhoods supported continuing NRP funding in 

perpetuity and asked that sources of funds such as CPP and CIF be continued and increased.  Many commenters 

asked that funding sources be more flexible, allowing use of funds for food, childcare and other neighborhood 

needs.  Commenters concurred that all neighborhoods should have a base level of funding. 

 

Theme 3: Partnership/Impact Assessment Model 
In the Partnership/Impact Assessment model, all neighborhood organizations would receive a base level of 

funding.  Organizations could apply for additional funding by demonstrating efficiencies and improved 

effectiveness through partnerships with other organizations.  Key themes in comments about the 

Partnership/Impact Assessment model are: 

• Neighborhood organizations believe that this model will lead to merging of neighborhoods into large 

organizations, resulting in organizations that are less responsive to local issues, more intimidating for 

participation, and competitive with each other. 
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• Collaboration between neighborhoods already occurs and is beneficial.  “Sister” organizations could share 

lessons learned, increase cultural sensitivity, and improve the sense of a citywide community.   

• Applications for funding will increase staff time requirements for both neighborhoods and NCR and will 

favor organizations with good grant writing skills.   

• Concerns were expressed that small organizations would disappear and have no opportunity to grow, and 

large organizations would be overwhelmed with additional work. 

• Concerns were expressed about the criteria for assessments and fiduciary certification. 

 

Theme 4: Pooled Services Model 

In the Pooled Services model, all neighborhood organizations would receive a base level of funding.  NCR would 
develop a “bench” of contracted service providers, resulting in better rates.  A defined level of services would be 
available to organizations through NCR.  Key themes in comments about the Pooled Services model are: 

•There are economies of scale with shared administrative services such as insurance, legal, accounting, 
payroll, taxes; and this would give volunteers more time for other activities.  There were mixed opinions 
about shared services for other activities such as websites, engagement activities, and strategic planning. 

•Training is needed, including leadership training, training in equity and inclusion, and better understanding 
of city processes. 

•There were concerns that centralizing services will add more bureaucracy. 

•There were concerns that neighborhoods would become dependent on NCR, becoming less autonomous 
and less impactful.  This could mean less local knowledge, less grassroots engagement, fewer volunteers, and 
less creativity.   

 

Theme 5: Community Participation Program Model 
Currently, grants are provided to each neighborhood organization based on a complex formula using factors such 

as neighborhood size, underrepresented groups, income and livability.  Key themes in comments about the 

Community Participation Program model are: 

• The existing CPP program is working well and is fair.  It is a multi-year, flexible, objective formula-based 

funding program.  Comments reflect that there are diverse neighborhood needs and various levels of 

functional effectiveness.  

• The existing system would maintain autonomous neighborhoods regardless of size or ability, allowing 

creativity and flexibility in responding to local needs. 

• The existing system could be improved.   Suggested improvements include training, “results” metrics, 

additional support services, and an “opt-in” option for a menu of pooled services. 

Theme 6: NCR Services 
Commenters suggested that NCR could provide more clear and timely communication and take additional actions 

supporting neighborhood organizations.  Many examples were given including clarifying services and resources, 

requirements for programs, staff structure, and relationship to NCEC and other city departments; using 
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standardized forms for contracts and amendments; providing training; and 

providing a menu of pooled services.  Many also supported implementing the 

recommendations of the Biko audit report. 

 
Theme 7: Community Engagement 
These comment themes are relevant to a new community engagement policy: 

•The community engagement policy should reflect Council policies 
including the Minneapolis 2040 Comprehensive Plan, small area plans, and 
the Blueprint for Equitable Engagement. 

•Neighborhood groups should be the vehicle for engaging with residents. 

•Policies should acknowledge that diversity is different for different 
neighborhoods, and there should be flexibility in how equity and inclusion 
is achieved and measured.  Participation and inclusion should be measured 
broadly over all activities, not just board composition. 

Theme 8: Combining NCEC and NRP Policy Board 
Commenters did not provide consistent preferences on combining the NCEC and 

the NRP Policy Board.  Two themes are: 

• Representatives should be elected, not appointed.  Alternates also 

should be elected.  

• Members should represent districts, not serve as at-large 

representatives.  District boundaries should be adjusted to reflect 

population. 

 

Theme 9: Work Teams 

Commenters consistently stated that neighborhood organizations should be 
represented on the Work Teams.  There were concerns about how members will be recruited and how decisions 
will be made. 
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PARTIAL LIST OF ACTION ITEMS FROM NCR 2020 ROADMAP 

AND POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES 

 

NCR ACTION ITEMS LISTED UNDER  

“ADVISORY BOARD FOR NEIGHBORHOOD AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT” 

 

#1.  Work group to be convened in June 2018 to develop recommendations on changing the 

advisory structure of neighborhood programs.(p. 6) 

 

#2.  Eliminate the NCEC and add 8 community seats to the NRP Policy Board. “THE AT-LARGE 

seats” would be elected by the community possibly at the annual Community 

Connections Conference or a neighborhood congress. (p. 6) 

 

CRITICAL CHANGES: 

CURRENTLY THE NCEC HAS 8 MEMBERS FROM 8 DISTRICTS AND 8 APPOINTEES. THE FIRST 

IMPORTANT CHANGE HERE IS THE MOVE FROM DISTRICT REPRESENTATION TO AT-LARGE. 

THE 2ND THING TO CONSIDER IS HOW MANY NEIGHBORHOOD BOARD MEMBERS AND 

VOLUNTEERS GO TO THE COMMUNITY CONNECTIONS CONFERENCE (a Saturday sometime 

between Feb-April) AND HOW SUCH AN ELECTION COULD PLAY OUT 

 

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES: 

A. THE 8 SEATS ADDED TO THE NRP POLICY BOARD (per NCR suggestion) ARE ELECTED BY 
DISTRICT TO ENSURE ALL AREAS OF MINNEAPOLIS ARE REPRESENTED ON THIS BOARD. 

B. KEEP NCEC AND NRP POLICY BOARD SEPARATE. RETAIN PREVIOUS NCEC 
RECOMMANDATION TO HAVE NRP POLICY BOARD MEET QUARTERLY, TIMED WITH NCEC 
MEETINGS. 

C. KEEP NCEC BUT ELIMINATE APPOINTED POSITIONS. ADD NON-ELECTED MEMBERS FROM 
COMMUITY AND CULTURAL GROUPS. 

D. IN ALL ABOVE CASES, ALTERNATES BY DISTRICT/GROUP ARE ELECTED TO STEP IN IF A 
COMMISSIONER BECOMES UNABLE TO SERVE. 

E. NCEC CONVENES A COMMITTEE TO DEVELOP NEW ELECTION PROCESS AND DEVELOP 
COMMISSIONER JOB DESCRIPTIONS AND DEFINE EXPECTATIONS OF STAFF SUPPORT 
FROM NCR. 

 



PARTIAL LIST OF ACTION ITEMS FROM NCR 2020 ROADMAP 

AND POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES 

 

ACTION ITEMS LISTED UNDER  

“GRANT FUNDS BEYOND NRP AND CPP” 

 

#1.  Reforming the additional grant funding available to Neighborhood organizations and 

non-profit Community groups …. to more directly support the outcome of Equity and 

Inclusion in Neighborhood organizations (p. 6) 

#2.  Additional grant funds for partnerships between Neighborhood Organizations and 

Community Organizations to increase diversity in leadership and decision making. (p 6.) 

 

INTREPRETATION OF NCR RECOMMANDATION: Change the 2 discretionary funding 

programs (which are reviewed and recommended by NCEC) to 2 new ones. These funds 

would apparently be completely decided by NCR, assuming NCEC is eliminated. (And maybe 

even if it isn’t, unclear). 

 

CRITICAL QUESTIONS: 

IS THE OBJECTIVE TO REDISTRIBUTE FUNDING TO CERTAIN NEIGHBORHOOD ORGS (that 

aren’t able to stay within their allocation) WHILE KEEPING THE ‘ILLUSION’ OF AN 

OBJECTIVE ALLOCATION FORMULA?  

 

WILL THE TOTAL ALLOCATION AMOUNT FOR NEIGHBORHOODS BE REDUCED TO 

ACCOMMODATE INCREASED DISCRETIONARY FUNDING BY NCR? 

 

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES:  

A. INCREASE DISCRETIONARY FUNDING WITHOUT DECREASING NEIGHBORHOOD 
ALLOCATION 

 
B. MAKE THE DESCRIBED CHANGE TO GROUP A AND GROUP B FUNDING PROGRAMS WITH 

FOLLOWING AMDENDMENTS: 
 
GROUP A (LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT): ADD REQUIREMENTS THAT RECEIPIENT 
ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGAM GRADUATES CONNECT AND COMMUNICATE WITH 
NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS 
 
GROUP B: ADD REQUIREMENT THAT PROJECTS CONNECT AND COMMUNICATE WITH 
NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATIONS. 



 

April 30, 2018 

Director David Rubedor 

Neighborhood and Community Relations Department 

City of Minneapolis 

 

The Northeast Neighborhood Network, (NENN), requests the City of Minneapolis City Council make 

improvements to the Community Engagement policy, Neighborhood and Community Relations 

Department (NCR), neighborhood funding formulas, and the Neighborhood Community Engagement 

Committee (NCEC). These recommendations are intended to be a formal response to the 

Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap put forth by the NCR Department. This response is within the public 

comment time frame ending April 30, 2018. NENN expects this document to be an evolving 

communication with the City. NENN met, agreed upon these recommendations and neighborhood 

boards approved them. 

Therefore be it resolved: NENN requests that the NCR Department be more transparent in its dealings 

with neighborhoods. First, NCR must produce quarterly, accurate, financial reports including funds 

requested, funds available in each contract, funds contracted, and funds uncontracted. Secondly, that 

standardized forms be developed to allow changes, adds, modifications, and project reallocation 

mechanisms for all that are same for each neighborhood. For example, MOUs, contract modifications, 

and project applications like utility art wraps be easy and uniform in nature. The NCR/NCEC webpage 

must be updated to same caliber as other City webpages. These improvements will streamline and 

encourage nimble use of funds to meet the needs of the ever changing community needs within the 

neighborhoods. These transparency efforts must be accomplished by 12-31-18. We also support the 

Biko report recommendation to add 4 more Neighborhood Support Specialists. 

The NCR Department should fund neighborhoods at 50% higher than current levels for 5 year contract 

periods. Unspent funds from one year should automatically be rolled forward to the same budget line in 

the next year during the contract term. NPP (Neighborhood Priority Plan) funds should be returned to 

uncontacted funds when the contract term ends. The neighborhoods should be funded using the same 

formula now in place. These additional funds shall be used for program uses to improve the health, 

wellbeing, economic security, public security and cultural needs of the community as determined by the 

neighborhood boards who regularly and continuously engage their communities. Funding must allow 

fun, food, and childcare to promote participation and community cohesion. 

We also recommend that Neighborhood Organizations shall use their NRP funds in perpetuity and that 

the 7-year review of NRP funds be eliminated. 

Neighborhood governance was discussed at length. NENN dismissed most of Option I “Impact 

Assessment Model” because any model must allow a staff person for each neighborhood. The “fiduciary 

certificate” is redundant and unnecessary. The idea of nonprofit best practices is worthy and therefore 

“best practices” seminars should be provided by NCR on a regular basis throughout Minneapolis for 

neighborhood groups. NENN dismissed most of Option 2 “The Pooled Services or Planning District 
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Model” as an attempted failed re-work of what predated neighborhood boards. What is worthy is the 

idea of sharing resources among neighborhoods who are confronted with a common problem. This 

already exists but should be actively encouraged with easier funds sharing and common problem solving 

initiatives. NENN advocates Option 3 “Community Participation Programs” as the preferred 

neighborhood governance model with more flexibility and increased dollars per neighborhood. NENN 

dismissed Option 4 “TBD” as it is too vague and unwieldy to redesign neighborhood governance in the 

timeframe before us. This re-imagining governance would take years to accomplish and sow discord 

among neighborhood groups. 

The NCEC should be 13 elected representatives (not Ward boundaries) based on a one person one vote 

mechanism. Term length discussed may be 1-3 year staggered terms. The NCEC should be an 

independent board whose mission is to advise and inform the NCR Department of neighborhood and 

community priorities. Further, the NCEC should be an advisory committee much like any city advisory 

committee with the exception that NCEC will be elected. NCEC candidates would need to register with 

the City. NCEC candidates must indicate a willingness to serve with a resume that must reflect 

neighborhood service. (Neighborhood staff people and elected officials cannot serve on the NCEC as it 

would be a conflict of interest.)  

NENN recommends that the City of Minneapolis make the Community Engagement Policy a priority that 

ensures that neighborhood groups will be recognized as the official community engagement and vehicle 

the City relies on to interface with residents in the City.  NCR must develop, with NCEC advice and 

approval, a Community Engagement policy that is approved by the City Council by 12-31-19. This policy 

must reflect these new inputs for strengthening the NCEC and Community Engagement in the City of 

Minneapolis. This policy should include that a staff person be assigned to the NCEC who will assist those 

NCEC advisors in navigating the City bureaucracy and other bureaucracies as needed. This policy must 

ensure that Neighborhood groups are informed when any public work or development idea is being 

planned and that this notification will occur at least 90 days prior to Planning Commission hearings, City 

Council Committee hearings or City Council approvals.  Community Small Area Plans must be respected 

and followed unless a compelling case can be made by City staff and voted on by City Council that a 

greater community good will be achieved by overriding the neighborhood Small Area Plan. 

Signed By: 

Bottineau Neighborhood Association 

Beltrami Neighborhood Council 

Marshall Terrace Neighborhood Association 

St. Anthony East Neighborhood Association 

Windom Park Citizens in Action 

Logan Park Neighborhood Association 

Columbia Park Neighborhood Association 

Sheridan Neighborhood Organization 

St. Anthony West Neighborhood Organization 



 
 

 
 
April 28, 2018 
 
City of Minneapolis 
Neighborhood and Community Relations Department 
Crown Roller Mill, Suite 425 
105 Fifth Avenue South  
Minneapolis, MN 55401 
 
RE: The Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The following shall serve as the official comment of the Whittier Alliance Neighborhood Organization with regards to 
the Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap released by the Neighborhood and Community Relations Department earlier 
this year. 
 
Members of the Whittier Alliance Board of Directors and staff have discussed the Roadmap content at length and 
concluded that despite evident flaws, the current Community Participation Program model is the only option 
outlined that would allow neighborhoods the ability to operate effectively. This determination is one that we have 
heard echoed in conversations among neighborhood organizations of all sizes and capacities throughout this 
comment period.  
 
The Impact Assessment Model would essentially prevent smaller organizations from building capacity to serve 
their neighborhoods in a more comprehensive manner over time; Whittier Alliance could stand to benefit as a 
well-staffed organization, but we could not support that as a city-wide model. The Pooled Services Model would 
stifle an organization’s ability to plan creatively or prioritize grassroots engagement by requiring a significant 
amount of time to be focused on applying for and reporting on individual segments of grant funding from the City. 
 
We at Whittier Alliance will readily admit that the current system is not perfect, and there is a genuine desire within 
our organization to continue improving upon our service to the neighborhood. One method we believe would 
enhance the existing CPP model is to supplement the ideas outlined in the annual CPP report. We would like to 
use this report to self-impose more benchmarking in order to hold ourselves accountable to the vision of 
becoming a board that is consistently demographically representative of Whittier. We understand that 
neighborhood board representation is not the only identified issue with the current structure, however it is an idea 
that feels pervasive across the City and in conversations regarding organizational relevance and effectiveness. 
 
The existing neighborhood system provides an incredible opportunity to think outside the box and develop a 
unique, creative funding model -- something even better than CPP. It would not be a simple process and would 
take time, but the people and places of Minneapolis deserve a world class support system wherein all 
neighborhoods can constructively collaborate with all City of Minneapolis departments and their elected officials. 
We and other engaged community members would like to work with NCR and City Council to figure out how to get 
there. 
 
The Whittier Alliance and the neighbors that we represent look forward to hearing more from NCR and responding 
in turn as we move through the subsequent steps of this process together. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
The Whittier Alliance Board of Directors 
 
David Bagley, Jen Kader, Christina Le, Erin Sjoquist, Araceli Perez, Viswa Challa, Martha Nemesi, Angela 
Ritchie, Jeff Cowmeadow, Marcy Gazca, Michael Perez, Aldona Martinka, Cyndi Hovey, Michael Malone, Crystal 
Audi 
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Northeast Neighborhood Network Meeting 2/28/18 

  

NCR planning a recommendation to City Council in May 
Mayor’s budget comes out in August 
Current CPP funding should be available thru 12/31/20 (pending action by city council) 
NCR proposing to keep NRP funds in perpetuity (until all spent??) 
City Council plans to work on a 5-year budget this year 
  

Comments on Option #1 

-  Non Starter 
-  Hardship for everyone, including tier 3 neighborhoods, have to help tiers 1 or 2 and may not have the 

means/training etc. to do so 
-  How does the pathway work? 
-   What is the oversight? 
-   Vague expectations 
-   All neighborhoods need to have the option of staff 
-  Flawed in its conception; city data is suspect and needs to be reexamined 
  
Comments on Option #2 

-   Diffuses neighborhood power and relevancy 
-  Grant funding – means all neighborhood orgs would need grant writers 
-  Grants – makes neighborhoods compete with each other. 
-  Better coordination at the city level is needed 
-  Have a Corps of Community Organizers that neighborhoods have access to as needed 
-  Need to keep Neighborhood independent – 

O Each one has unique challenges and are best understand local needs 
O More chance of engagement in small group rather than large groups. Newer people may be more      
inclined to join smaller orgs rather than larger regional orgs, can be intimidating 

-  There may be benefits to work together regarding development and shared issues 
-  There may be benefit for 2 or 3 smaller neighborhoods to pool resources – but District size too big (all of NE) 
-  Incentify pooling or combining, not penalize 
- No to district council model; we had this before/patronage; even if elected, hard to be heard in larger 
configuration and get neighborhood’s needs addressed when competing with other neighborhoods. 
  
Comments on Option #3 

-  It works. 
-  Funding model is equitable 
-  Preserves autonomy for small neighborhoods 
-  All neighborhoods need staffing to be effective 
-  Hard for Northeast neighborhoods to qualify for grants based on what grant makers currently funding.  
 There should be a registry of Non-Profits, service areas per neighborhood and citywide 
-  Provides a base level of funding 
-  Need to add food & fun 
-  Failing in some aspects but is it enough to dismantle? Or can we tweak the edges 
- Seems fair in theory but need to keep the “whole boat” healthy so need to fund even healthy neighborhoods - 
the “decubitus ulcer” theory - maintain the healthy fringe  or inside won’t heal 
  
Option #4 – IDEAS 



-  Need to be able to pay for food 
-  Need to have flexibility & autonomy 
-  Sharing funding for joint projects has been hard to do, this should be easier. You want us to collaborate and 
then make it difficult 
-  NCEC should be eliminated 
-  Every neighborhood should have a minimum amount available for staff 
-  No penalties for being fiscal responsible (eliminate NRP spending thresholds) 
-  There should be an Ombudsman/Navigator of community groups at the city level available to neighborhoods. 
-  There needs to be more review time for city actions, proposals 
-  Give neighborhoods more power 
-  Stick to the metrics for setting funding (if neighborhoods overspend their budget, don’t give them more) 
-  Put NRP in a lockbox (elected can’t touch) 
-  CPP $$ is not enough for projects – like NRP did. It’s just maintenance 
-  We need clear expectations from the City 
-  We need to define our expectations of the City 
-  We need consistent answers from NCR staff 
-  What is the city’s definition of engagement? How will it be measured 
-  Is doorknocking/outreach just a way to ‘sell’ the city? 
- Need better point person at NCR to assist neighborhoods but avoid too many layers - we need tools to help 
but don’t want to put our power onto someone else 
- Let city know it can’t use cookie-cutter approach; NE is not Phillips, for example. 
- Need more involvement from city planners and clear, timely communication. 
- We should define work groups, not city. 
  
-  NCR services are disjointed, unclear (not promoted well) 

-  Neigh Orgs need more resources so new/old/ board members can feel ready, useful and doing meaningful 

work (board trainings, effective meetings, how the city/system works) 

  

-  Set $$ amounts for different possible services neighborhoods can choose to provide: 

 Website, newsletter, translation, activities 

  
  
Work Teams 

-  More volunteer time, board members & volunteers already put in tons of time 
-  Expecting more volunteer time is exclusionary 
-  How real is this request? Is it just to create a perception of support to show to the council? 
-  Will participating be portrayed as support no matter what the actual input is? 
-  We need to create our own destiny and set our own agenda 
-  We need to tell the city what we want 
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• Include the breakdown of the typical tasks completed in a year by a neighborhood to do a 
regular event and then the tasks to do a larger partnership for an advocacy issue - as the 
two main types of functions of the neighborhood organizations. The idea being that this 
would show the amount of volunteer labor and generosity that goes into keeping these 
organizations running, proving that the amount of work being done vastly exceeds the 
funding the City provides and that they couldn’t really fund us less but still have the 
neighborhoods keep functioning. 

 
Generally this Roadmap is not a very clear map of where the City wants to go.  It is more of a 
topographical map that shows the contours of the land but doesn’t suggest any paths to follow.  
Either the neighborhoods should be trusted to find their own path to reach the goals (and given the 
funding to do so), or the City should provide a very clear path, with markers and signs along the way 
for the neighborhoods to follow.   
 
Thank you for requesting and considering our response to this report. 
 
Sincerely— 
 

 
 
 
Sarah Linnes-Robinson, Executive Director 
On behalf of the Kingfield Neighborhood Association 
  



Further Comments from KFNA regarding the 2020 
 
Although the bulk of the report was described to us as something the NCR was not seeking 
comments on, we did have a number of questions and concerns reading through it.  We felt we 
should include our laundry list of individual’s comments and questions here for you to reflect on 
and share with the Working Groups. 
 
Questions raised by this report’s Recommendations: 
 
The Roadmap recommends that neighborhood associations continue to have access to NRP funds 
until they are completely spent by each organization, and that the 7-year review be retired. A 
yearly check in would take place with each neighborhood to track efforts to use NRP funds.  
 
Comments:  

• This does not specify that “access” means that a neighborhood association dictates their 
use.  

• How would this work with the new funding? Would they remain as two different pots of 
money?  

• What form would the annual report take? Is it a formal written report? It seems that city 
staff are already too busy and won’t have time to review more reports. 

 
The Roadmap recommends change to how neighborhoods recruit and retain Board Members and 
requires organizations to report about how diverse populations in the community are, as well as 
indicating this would influence funding.   
 
Comments: 

• It does not specify criteria for diversity and implies a connection to different city standards 
than neighborhoods have used to measure diversity in the past (city includes age and 
gender as things they track for employees but not for neighborhood boards previously.)  It 
does not provide us with adequate guidance on how to track this information.   

• It is unclear how the City can ask us to change how we recruit and retain board members if 
we are independent organizations, unless it is specified how this relates to funding.  

• Why does the report compare neighborhood boards to City appointed boards in terms of 
diversity progress? It seems like two separate issues, especially since some of the appointed 
city commissions do offer stipends to members, which we are currently not allowed to do.  

 
The Roadmap states that NCR will assist neighborhood associations in reaching out to and 
engaging diverse populations within the community. Also NCR will assist neighborhood 
associations to use alternative methods of engagement, rather than just meetings, including 
through technology, partnerships, and creative ideas. 
 
Comments:  

• It is our understanding that NCR is already assists neighborhood organizations in engaging 
with diverse populations.  We feel as if these resources have either been non-existent or not 



as impactful as intended.  We would like to better understand how the city intends to better 
assist organizations in achieving this objective.   

• The report mentions stipends as an option for expanding outreach. Does this mean we 
could offer a stipend to board members? For example, 30 dollars per board meeting 
attended for anyone 50% ami or less based on our neighborhood median income. I think a 
stipend like that would really help to bring in renters and members of lower income families 
but currently such a policy isn’t allowed. 

• By "support neighborhoods in expanding their outreach and engagement strategies via 
tech..." do they mean through grant funding or by doing it for us? 

• Why not just fund neighborhoods to do this creative work?  What can the city provide 
better than what neighborhoods can provide? 

 
The Roadmap recommends establishing a Work Group to revise and improve the City’s 
Engagement Policy with the effort beginning in June 2018.  
 
Comments:  

• Who will serve on it? How are they recruited? What are the details of the working group 
and who do the recommendations go to and who makes the final decision?  

•  During the information sessions it sounded like neighborhood members would be invited to 
participate but this isn’t indicated in the report right now. 

 
The Roadmap proposes funding the Neighborhood & Community Relations Department and 
neighborhood associations using General Fund resources after 2020.  
 
Comments:  

• Does this mean it can be struck from the budget any year, with no warning?  If so, does not 
provide the stability to make multi-year plans.  

• Is there a way to create continual funding support through a new tax method now that TIF is 
ending? I know people don't like how high our property taxes are already but if a tiny 
amount of that went to the local neighborhood association I think a lot more people would 
want to be involved in how it was spent.  

• We think this it is essential that neighborhood organizations be funded as a ‘base’ level that 
allows organizations to fund a basic level of staff and programs.  

 
The Roadmap describes a Timeline for obtaining input and refining the future program through 
November 2018.  
 
Comments: 

• This is really ambitious looking at the pace we are moving at especially if major changes will 
be recommended to alter the structure of autonomous neighborhood groups.  

• On the timeline it has the new neighborhood funding program opening for applications in 
August 2019, which seems really soon. Is it reasonable to plan so far out for 2021? It makes 
it feel a bit like there is already a plan and structure in mind or in the works and the 
engagement is more of a formality (which would be unfortunate).  

 



The Roadmap recommends consolidating the Neighborhood Revitalization Program (NRP) Policy 
Board and Neighborhood & Community Engagement Commission (NCEC) into one body that 
oversees NRP, neighborhoods, and community engagement. The body would include elected 
officials per MN State Statute, as well as elected representatives from the community at-large. 
The election of members to the reformed commission would be reworked eliminating the district-
based representation used today for NCEC.   
 
Comments:  

• We don’t understand the ramifications of this.  
• Would the "eight community seats that serve at large" be spread out across the city 

community, e.g. one seat for southwest? Otherwise it seems like one group/neighborhood 
could monopolize the discussion if more people from that neighborhood attended the 
community connections conference to vote. 

• Is there a way to provide us a better understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the 
boards, commissions, departments, etc. that impact, oversee, etc. neighborhood 
organizations.  A reference or clarifying document may be helpful for residents and 
organizations to better understand the structure that impacts neighborhood organizations.  

 
The Roadmap recommends to reform how additional grant funds (CIF & OMF) are allocated to 
ensure they are dedicated to support equity and inclusion in neighborhood organizations.  
 
Comments: 

• The establishment of the additional funds for neighborhood groups was dangled as an 
incentive already but for us it has been confusing, slow, and the funds have not been able to 
be used to their full potential.  For example, KFNA’s Equity and Outreach committee wanted 
to access OMF funds for diversity training but they couldn’t because they were technically 
part of the neighborhood association; if they separated from the neighborhood association 
they would have had to pay out of pocket for the training and wait to be reimbursed, plus 
they wanted the training for the board so as an outside group it would be presumptuous to 
arrange for a training for a different organization.   

• Under grant funds I think that "additional grant funding...to more directly support the 
outcome of Equity and Inclusion in Neighborhood organizations" would be welcomed and 
I'm not sure why they don't do this already if it is one of the priorities.  

• It would be beneficial to understand how the grants have been used by organizations in the 
past and the impact of these programs.  

 
The Roadmap recommends creating a City work group, starting in June 2018, dedicated to 
establishing a new neighborhood funding program to replace the Community Participation 
Program (CPP).  
 
Comments:  

• Who will serve on it? How are they recruited? What are the details of the working group 
and who does the recommendation go to and who makes the final decision? 

  



 
Comments Regarding the 3 Neighborhood Funding Concepts: 
 
Impact Assessment Model: Neighborhood associations would be categorized and funded based 
upon the capacity of the organization.  
 
Comments: 

• It is not clear who would make this assessment and what factors and characteristics would 
be deemed worthwhile and impactful or how often organizations would be assessed. 
Examples are given of varying levels of capacity resulting in fewer or greater funding 
resources but it is not clear if high need or high impact would receive most funds. Top 
category, according to others, is very extensive and thus costly to achieve. Current funding 
model operates on a high social need/high funding model, and this seems to imply the 
opposite or has no regard for community needs.  

• "Level I and II Organizations could provide administrative oversight for smaller 
Neighborhood organizations so they can focus more on community organizing" I assume 
they meant II and III and that was a typo but does this mean large neighborhoods would 
take over their smaller adjacent ones? That doesn't seem in keeping with the idea of 
preserving community identity. This plan also seems to imply greater neighborhood funding 
but I can't tell if it is to the organizations or to the City for coordinating us. 

 
Pooled Services Model: Neighborhood associations would be funded at a “capacity-base level” and 
for what they believe can be accomplished through an application process.  
 
Comments:  

• Some administrative and support services would be pooled (shared?) with other 
organizations on a geographical basis. It is unclear who would provide these pooled services 
and the pros and cons listed seem to imply that possibly the City would supply them, thus 
removing neighborhood autonomy and instead having city staff do the work.  The 
statement that additional funds could be applied for specific neighborhood needs seems to 
imply that there is some remaining structure of a neighborhood association to implement 
specific projects, but that is not clear.  If there is a neighborhood association what is their 
job if city staff is doing the base work (i.e. would there be enough of a responsibility to keep 
citizens engaged on any level). If the neighborhood associations are consolidated under this 
model but specific projects can be called out for to apply for and receive grant funding, is 
the City simply setting up a process where they just pay themselves for what they call 
neighborhood-identified work?   

• This seems like neighborhood organizations become an official part of city government. "A 
more de-centralized approach to engagement support for City of Minneapolis Departments 
and leaders with more support and feedback on local projects, programs and policies" really 
drives that idea home for me. I'm personally not in favor of neighborhoods becoming 
another layer of city bureaucracy but I think it would make funding more consistent. 

• It is really important to have the city identify what “services” they think could be pooled.  
What services would we want pooled?  Insurance?  



• There seemed to be lots of confusion about this since we are all individual non-profits and 
we don’t want to destroy the grassroots nature of neighborhoods by over regulating things. 

 
Community Participation Program (CPP) Model: Existing model funds individual neighborhood 
associations using a complex formula weighing factors like population, neighborhood size, number 
of renters, and level of poverty.   
 
Comments: 

• This is the model we are under and of course the easiest thing to say is stay with it.  
However we also know that there are problems with it.   

• I understand that the current system has issues but at least we know what we are getting. 
• There are significantly more cons compared to pros for this option itemized at the NCEC 

meeting as collected by the City, which seems to indicate a bias to the study of the options. 
 
Option 4?   
 
Comments: 

• A Model #4 should address: 1) duplication of research on issues / solutions; 2) high cost of 
running individual associations including insurance, health care, payrolls, office, phones, 
etc.; 3) not enough funding for robust organizations in many communities and only an 
expected reduction of funding in the future; 4) support for organizations that need it to 
build autonomous organizations vs. pulling the plug on those that consistently just can’t get 
it right. 

• The duplication on research/issues/solutions is a big concern.  A more formal sharing 
network would be helpful in understanding what is and isn't working in orgs. around the 
city.  This could obviously happen through the centralization of knowledge at the city level 
but it could also happen through direct neighborhood to neighborhood sharing.  

• What if we created district level organizations in keeping with the idea of Option 2. So for 
example we would have the Southwest Minneapolis Community Organization. Each of these 
district level organizations could provide the pooled resources to the neighborhoods in their 
area so that things like insurance were covered more broadly but they were able to adjust 
to the needs of the smaller community more easily. The neighborhood organizations could 
remain separate and each would have representatives on the governing board of this 
district organization. I think this representation is the key difference, if the admin resources 
were pooled then each neighborhood should have a say in how the administration was 
completed. The district organization could collect funding annually from the City through 
something like a tax and then neighborhoods could send their annual plan to this group to 
receive funding. This group would have a better sense of the priorities across their district 
and the relative needs of the neighborhoods. The City could then partner with this larger 
group to do the engagement that they want to and the district group could network with 
the relevant neighborhood associations. If there were smaller neighborhoods in the area 
with less developed associations they would not receive as much money directly since they 
lack the infrastructure to utilize it but instead could be given programming support by this 
organization. Of course this just creates another layer of bureaucracy but it maintains 
neighborhood organization independence while pooling resources.   



 
Analysis: 
It is difficult to analyze these different models without understanding the specific funding amounts.  
Understanding the model under which neighborhood organizations will work and be funded is 
important but it doesn’t mean much unless we (as a neighborhood organization) can understand 
what these models mean in terms of dollars.  If/When do you think we will be able to quantify not 
only the funding mechanism but the actual funding?   
 



 

 

 

To Whom it May Concern:  

 
Thank you for all the work the city and NCR has put into the Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap.  As you look to the future 
we want to emphasize just how important it is to have stable and consistent funding.   The establishment of stable and 
consistent city funding through NRP and later CPP allowed us to expand the scope of our programs and services to serve a 
greater and more diverse portion of our neighborhood. The stable funding from the city and our decades of hard work 
have paid off. Just this past year we were the proud recipients of an award from the American Planning Association for 
being one of the five best neighborhoods in the United States. This national honor for us (and Minneapolis) is a credit to 
the strong support the city has given to neighborhoods in recent decades.  
The following are just a few brief examples of the work we have been able to accomplish with funding from the city of 
Minneapolis:  
Community Organizing is a key function of SNG. Community organizing includes publicizing and holding community 
meetings focused on neighborhood development issues such as variances and licensing, neighborhood safety concerns, 
resident and business relationships, infrastructure and other issues that arise in Seward.  
Program services that enhance and strengthen the Seward community. These programs include annual spring Garage 
Sales Days, Winter Frolic and Arts Festival, biennial Fall Festival, quarterly publication and distribution to all residences 
and businesses in Seward, and the activities of the Community Development, Community Building, Environment, 
History, and Crime and Safety Committees.  
SNG provides community facilitation services to over 800 residents of two affordable housing buildings that are home to 
a significant population of East African immigrants. Services included support of resident governance, recruitment and 
training of resident volunteers, advocacy for residents with building management and the Seward Towers Board of 
Directors and implementation of programs that build community within each building and promote integration of 
residents into the wider neighborhood. 
We are not resting on our laurels. We are aware that no matter how much we have accomplished towards diverse 
engagement and equity that there is still a lot we can improve. Stable funding will allow us to continue our current work, 
but also to grow and change with our community.  
It is vital to our work that any future funding method be stable in the long term. The money from the city, which has 
allowed us to offer so much to our community, is a double-edged sword that puts these same programs at risk whenever 
funding mechanisms are reorganized. We have already had countless discussions as a board in preparation to cut 
programs and services if city funding is reduced or halted in the future. The time we have put into this would have been 
very valuable to put into our actual programming.  
SNG strives to strengthen civic participation in Seward by engaging, involving, and connecting a broad range of 
stakeholders through four overarching goals: Inclusiveness, Engagement, Sustainability, and Community 
Improvement/Infrastructure. How well we live up to these goals depends on the city arriving at a sustainable and stable 
method of funding neighborhoods into the future.  
Thank you, 
 
 
Kerry Cashman 
Community Coordinator 
Seward Neighborhood Group 



From: Chris Schommer  
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2018 9:45 AM 
To: NCR 
Subject: 2020 Comment 
 
Hello, my name is Chris Schommer and I am the Communications Chair for the Field Regina 
Northrop Neighborhood. I have been in this position for 4 years and on the board for seven. I 
wanted to share some thoughts on how the process works and what could be improved based on 
my experience.  
 
First, I personally believe communication is the most important job of the neighborhood orgs. 
Keeping neighbors informed of what is happening in their neighborhood and the stories of the 
people around them helps build a sense of place and a feeling of a connected community. We are 
all neighbors after all! It also allows a community to rapidly respond to both crises and 
opportunities.   
 
With this in mind, I would like to see a structure in place that allowed for better coordination of 
some communications resources. Why should each org have to build their own webpage and 
source their own mailing lists? While I have done these things and others and am happy with 
what we produce, it was a challenge and added to our expenses. I believe many other orgs don't 
have the resources or knowledge to do so. This should be balanced by the option to create an 
independent communication structure, however in the absence of these basic things the city 
should offer plug-and-play options that orgs can opt into. Something standard and boring is 
better than nothing at all!  
 
While I don't know how far this model should go outside communications, but I know we have 
had struggles with our HR process, we pay for independent payroll and have a hired accountant 
which all seem like responsibilities that could be shared among groups at a lower cost.  
 
Lastly for now, I want to recognize that while our board is dedicated and I feel is a good 
representation of the neighborhood, elections are not competitive and we often struggle to recruit 
members. Thus there is a tension between the representative nature of these orgs and the service 
nature of theses orgs. Where is the balance between speaking for the neighborhood and acting as 
a more neutral staging ground to amplify voices that might otherwise go unheard? I do not have 
an answer for this question.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to work on this. If I have more comments I will follow up at a later 
date.  
 
Chris Schommer 
FRN Communications Chair  
 
 
 
  
 
 



From: Crystal Audi  
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 9:14 PM 
To: NCR 
Subject: 2020 Roadmap 
 
Hello, 
 
I strongly believe that neighborhoods would be best served by the community participation 
program model, because it enables them to be creative in how they serve their communities and 
create unique funding models that work for them. The pooled services model would benefit some 
organizations, but restrict many. The grant funded model would require staff or volunteers to 
spend valuable time applying for grants and would restrict the autonomy of the organizations. 
Within the current system, organizations have the flexibility and important responsibility of 
working to best serve their neighborhoods without unreasonable restrictions.  
 
Thank You,  
 
Crystal  
 
 

 
From: Steve Wohlford [ 
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2018 6:43 PM 
To: NCR 
Subject: comments on Neighborhood 2020 
 
Hi - 

I have a few thoughts after reading thru "plan for a plan". 

1. The "Impact Assessment" based model seems problematic - big established organizations get 
more money? How do smaller organizations get "up to speed"? Also, I believe there is a type 
when it says "Level 1 and 2" cand support smaller - isnt Level 1 smallest? I doubt this "support" 
would be efficient or even welcomed. 

2. Pooled model - I see some great benefits in terms of purely administrative functions - payrolls, 
taxes, insurance --but would be very much opposd to what seems like meddling (website 
mangement, newsletters, procedures, etc.) There is no real explanation of how the funding level 
(after paying for the pool) would be determined for each neighborhood. 

3. If it aint broke don't fix it! I think the basic model now makes a lot of sense and considers 
many different factors - and that is appropriate. I would support minor reforms such as adding a 
"results metric" (like option 1) so money isnt just being frittered away. And perhaps a "opt-in" 
admin pool (kinda like option 2) that is paid for by each neighborhood that wants to participate 
from their normal funding. 

Thanks.--  
Steve Wohlford 



 
From: Erica Christ [ 
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 1:06 PM 
To: NCR 
Subject: Comments on Neighborhoods 202 
 
Good afternoon! What follows are my comments on the Neighborhoods 2020 draft released in 
February.  

I am coming to this with the perspective of having been the Chair of the Whittier Alliance board 
of directors for nine and a half years (on the board for twelve years) spanning the sunset of NRP 
through the transition to NCP and the CPP program. I am no longer on the board so these 
comments are from me as a resident and do not represent the organization and their current 
leadership.  

First and foremost I would like to ask that the document clearly state that funding for 
neighborhood organizations will be guaranteed past 2020. The document does assume that 
there will be funding but it is important that guaranteed funding be stated directly and firmly in 
the document that is ultimately approved by the City Council.  

Clearly a lot of thoughtful work went into this plan and many of the points I wanted to make 
were already present in the narrative so I will try to avoid redundancies. The one point that 
bears repeating and elaboration, however, is the issue of the autonomy of neighborhood 
organizations. This is the most important aspect of the city’s relationship to neighborhood 
organizations. It is often the most vexing and the most complicated, but just as often it is what 
ensures the most fruitful and creative work done in neighborhoods.  

One example of how work done on a small scale by a neighborhood organization led to 
something much bigger and more spectacular for the city is the Whittier Alliance’s Artists in 
Storefronts program. Seven years ago Nicollet Avenue was riddled with vacant storefronts. A 
resident of the neighborhood had read about a project done in another city in which artists 
hung work in vacant storefronts to stem the despair in that area. She approached the Whittier 
Alliance with a plan which she would execute and asked for a few thousand dollars. The 
organization approved her request, using money from business corridor funds, graffiti 
abatement funds, and unrestricted funds in savings. Within weeks she had met and persuaded 
a handful of property owners and hustled up a dozen storefront windows. Weeks later she 
started installing artwork. The response was immediately positive and the organization funded 
a total of five rounds of Artists in Storefronts. The program was noticed by a downtown 
organization who ultimately hired her to do the same thing downtown. The oft photographed 
gigantic mural of the faces of Bob Dylan on Hennepin Avenue is a product of her work 
downtown and it would not have been possible without the neighborhood organization having 
the discretion to quickly approve a small program and the budgetary control to pay for it on 
demand.  

The document does state in several places that the autonomy of neighborhood organizations is 
a value that they share, but I would suggest that it is not just autonomy that is important in the 
relationship between the city and neighborhood organizations, but that, in terms of the service 



we provide to residents and the work we do to address issues in the neighborhood, we are the 
city’s equal and the relationship is a peer to peer one. 

I can imagine that this is not a widely shared point of view, particularly at the city, nonetheless I 
make my case for it. Neighborhood organizations are the experts on their neighborhoods, as 
knowledgeable and riddled with blind spots and all experts are. Neighborhood organizations 
are often the firewall for the city, taking the brunt of complaints, problems and issues in that 
part of the city. Neighborhood organizations can take small, specific actions to help deal with 
(or prevent) problems before they get big. With no legislative or enforcement power, 
neighborhood organizations must do the difficult work of diplomacy to really flourish. (I am 
speaking, of course, of neighborhood organizations that have succeeded over the years. I do 
not make excuses for the ones that struggle and fail. It’s hard and thankless work and the 
failure rate is, not surprisingly, moderate.) 

What has made Minneapolis unique among cities all over the country and even the world is the 
relationships between the city government and the neighborhood organizations. This continued 
on even after the sunset of NRP. I understand that it is challenging for the city – but if it was 
easy, we wouldn’t be the only city like this! Neighborhood organizations are a frequent and 
easy target of people unhappy about the city or looking to manipulate the city’s budget. But 
even this lightening rod aspect of neighborhood organizations is vital to the city. People are 
engaged here in a way that very few other cities can boast. And for many, many of those people 
the way in was a neighborhood organization – even if it was to complain about one, it was the 
way in. 

So I would ask that the document acknowledge not just the value of autonomy for 
neighborhood organizations, but neighborhood organizations as being peer organizations to 
the city. And therefore I would also suggest that part of the job of NCR is to amplify the 
neighborhood voice at the city. Neighborhood organizations know things about their 
neighborhood that the city does not, they do things that they city cannot, and they share the 
commitment to the quality of life for the residents. Their needs, ideas, criticisms, problems, and 
plans should be as important to the city as the city’s own.  

Lastly I applaud the analysis that more bureaucracy is not good for neighborhood organizations 
and suggest that reducing bureaucratic processes wherever possible, both internal to NCR and 
in what is asked of the neighborhood organizations, be stated in the document as an 
overarching goal. It is easy for the city to lose sight of this, being a body with exponentially 
more people, money and time than a single neighborhood organization. It needs to be clearly 
and directly asserted. 

Thank for your taking my comments. I look forward to seeing the outcome of the work groups 
and the new draft of Neighborhoods 2020 later this year. 

Erica Christ 
Whittier Resident 
 
 
 



From: Barbara Jeanetta [ 
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 10:56 AM 
To: NCR 
Subject: Comments on Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap 
 
I wanted to comment on the Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap because the infrastructure of 
neighborhood associations has been essential to our work of building and managing affordable 
rental housing in Minneapolis.  Over my 20 years of working in community development and 
affordable housing, the neighborhood associations have become more attentive to the changing 
demographics of their communities, open to needs and desires of a wider cross section of 
interests and active on issues that improve the health and well-being of neighborhoods. 
 
Most recently, Alliance Housing Inc. has worked closely with Longfellow Community Council 
and the Lyndale Neighborhood Association.  We engaged their development and housing 
committees early around affordable housing projects we wanted to develop and found their 
processes, interest and knowledge useful and supportive.  It would have been nearly impossible 
for Alliance to engage neighborhood residents on our projects without the neighborhood 
association. 
 
I was a bit unclear from the roadmap, what source of funding the City planned to invest in 
maintaining and building the infrastructure of neighborhood associations.  The City’s ongoing 
support is essential.  Community members are most likely to engage in City issues more directly 
through their neighborhood association.  Good staffing, processes and structure is necessary to 
do this with quality and professionalism.  Likewise, the City and those of us not tied to one 
single neighborhood have a conduit to introduce and discuss ideas. 
 
The roadmap value statements and critical City issues can be used to set benchmarks and 
outcomes for the work of neighborhood associations.  Some neighborhood associations, 
especially in areas of long time poverty and under-investment in leadership, may need additional 
resources and support to set up and maintain structure that can produce intended outcomes. 
 
Best of luck.  Thank you for being open to comments from the broader community. 
 
Barbara Jeanetta, Executive Director 
Alliance Housing Inc. 
2309 Nicollet Avenue 
Minneapolis, MN  55404 
bjeanetta@alliancehousinginc.org 
C:  651-503-4569 
O:  612-879-7633 
www.alliancehousinginc.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:bjeanetta@alliancehousinginc.org
http://www.alliancehousinginc.org/


From: Brad Bourn [ 
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 11:29 AM 
To: NCR 
Subject: Neighborhoods 2020 feedback 
 
Dear NCR- 
 
Lyndale and Bryant Neighborhood has initial feedback from the neighborhood 2020 draft. 
 
1) We applaud the city's apparent ongoing commitment to fund neighborhood groups beyond 
2020 
 
2) Neighborhood organizations can have difficulty giving voices to diverse residents in 
Minneapolis and we look forward to structural changes from the city that give neighborhoods the 
tools to focus on inclusion. One large part of this is to free up restrictions on remaining NRP 
dollars and replacement funding mechanisms. For example, LNA and BNO recently have been 
trying to launch a rental deposit NRP loan program to encourage renters to move into the 
neighborhood and overcome some financial barriers associated with with moving. The city 
informed us this was not an allowable use of NRP dollar as it was considered as the use of funds 
was considered a "personal expense." Sadly, this creates a divide between who has historically 
benefited from financial investments with NRP dollars and those who have not. Much of NRP 
funding throughout the city was invested in homeowners across the city on small improvement 
loans. Many of the beneficiaries, regardless of zip code, were/are very racially homogeneous. 
These folks in turn, invested their time and talents in the neighborhoods that invested money in 
them through NRP loans. Freeing up these remaining dollars to be used for rental loans, payday 
loan repayments, and other solutions to meet the needs of today's Minneapolitans will help a 
new, diverse group of people become invested in neighborhoods in the future. 
 
3) LNA and BNO are supportive of a tiered approach model for neighborhood groups that allow 
for larger tier organizations to support smaller tier orgs. We are not supportive of centralizing 
administrative functions at the city. 
 
 
 
Brad Bourn 
Executive Director 
Lyndale Neighborhood Association 
Phone (612) 423-9901 (cell) 
3537 Nicollet Ave S 
Minneapolis, MN 55408 
www.Lyndale.org 
Lyndale Neighborhood Association is the vehicle for our community members to shape their neighborhood through engaging our diverse community 
members to build a safe, vibrant and sustainable neighborhood. 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.lyndale.org/


From: Jacqueline 1 [ 
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2018 9:13 AM 
To: NCR 
Subject: Programming support for neighborhood associations 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback. 
 
I would like to see neighborhood associations funded on a merit basis.  How well do they represent the members of the 
neighborhood?  How many people attend the association meetings?  Is there transparency and fiscal accountability?  Were 
the projects funded approved by the majority of the members and successful?   
 
I am concerned neighborhood associations are spending money on projects because if they don't they may not get money 
the next cycle.  This does not seem responsible. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to participate. 
 
Jacqueline Rodkewich 
jacquehomemail@gmail.com 
612 806 2272 

 

From: Kelly Muellman [ 
Sent: Monday, March 05, 2018 10:04 AM 
To: NCR 
Subject: Neighborhoods 2020 
 
Good morning, 
  
I would like to submit comments on the Neighborhoods 2020 plan based on my experience as a past 
neighborhood Board member, an active volunteer, and a current City employee working with 
neighborhood associations as a way to engage residents in City programming. 

1.  I fully support the Value Statements (page 3). However, equity and inclusion should not be an 
aspirational goal, but fundamental to the core work of neighborhoods. If the “all residents” was 
the aspiration, please clarify the value statement. 

2. Regarding Question #2 – characteristics of an Effective Neighborhood Organization – I support 
the establishment of term limits for Board members. This is something that may Boards utilize to 
keep membership fresh and ensure new voices have a chance to lead. An example would be up to 
three 2-year terms. 

3.  I fully support merging the NRP Board and NCEC, as there are already so many Boards 
and Commissions at the City, which take a lot of staff time to support and often have 
overlapping interest areas. 

4. I am particular excited by the structure of potential grant funds beyond the NRP and CPP, 
based on services provided and ability to demonstrate effective and inclusive engagement 
of residents. Specifically, I recommend creating a "menu" of services that Neighborhoods 
could provide and they receive a set amount of funds per service provided. For example, 
if a neighborhood chooses to be a sponsor of a community garden through the City's 
Garden Lease Program they could be compensated for a pre-determined number of 
expected staff hours and tools/resources. As conduits of the City, neighborhood 

mailto:jacquehomemail@gmail.com
tel:(612)%20806-2272


organizations should be better equipped and expected to connect residents and businesses 
to City programs and resources.   

5. Related to the point above, I support the Pooled Services Model outlined on page 14, 
combined with the "menu of services" as add-ons for additional funding/programming. 
My understanding of neighborhood organizations from the beginning was that they were 
a quasi-government body, an extension of the City's services. We have so many nonprofit 
and community based organizations that serve other, more clearly independent roles.  

6. NCR should survey neighborhood Board volunteers on a semi-regular basis to get 
anonymous feedback on the effectiveness of their neighborhood. As  past neighborhood 
Board member I didn't feel like I had an appropriate outlet to share questions and 
concerns I had about staff, programs, etc. that didn't go through the neighborhood staff 
member. This would be a way to get metrics on neighborhood organizations 
effectiveness.  

If any of the above points need clarification, please let me know. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelly Muellman 
City of Minneapolis resident (Phillips community) 

 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Kurt Nelson [  
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2018 6:47 PM 
To: NCR 
Subject: Please support the neighborhood associations 
 
Please maintain the current level of funding for the neighborhood associations.  They are vital to the 
success of this city.   
 
Kurt Nelson 
Sent from my mobile phone 
612-396-6392 

 
From: Jana Metge <  
Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2018 3:55:46 PM 
To: Rubedor, David M.; Brodeen, Cheyenne R.; NP Cichowicz; Reich, Kevin A. 
Cc: loveloring; Gary Simpson; LaDonna Meinecke; Pat Hafvenstein; john32; Michael English; Sadler, 
Patrick A.; Simbeck, Greg M. 
Subject: Roadmap to Neighborhoods 2020 - Draft  
  
 
To:    NCEC Commissioners  
         NCEC Rep Nick Cichowicz 
         NCR Director David Rubedor 
         Minneapolis City Coordinator 
         CM Kevin Reich, NRP Policy Board 
 



Public Comment to Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap submitted by Patricia Vogel 

These are my personal comments on the Neighborhoods 2020 Roadmap. As a Logan Park Neighborhood 

Board member and a Neighborhood Community and Engagement Commissioner, I participated in the 

Art of Hosting Conversations that Matter training, the Community Conversations that utilized the AOH 

training and the 2018 Community Connections Conference workshops. I have also attended at least the 

past 4 Community Connections Conferences as wells as several NCR Learning Labs in the last few years. 

More recently, I have participated in 2 community discussions with representatives from the other 

Northeast neighborhood organizations. The Roadmap and the future of neighborhood organizations 

were the topics of these community discussions 

The many conversations I’ve had at the NCEC and with folks from various neighborhoods inform my 

input, but my comments are not intended to represent Northeast, LPNA or NCEC. 

1. It is my opinion that the basic purpose of Neighborhood Organizations is multi-directional 

communication between the residents, business owners, city departments and elected city 

officials. Every neighborhood needs to have the means to gather, discuss and give collective 

voice to the issues & concerns confronting the community.  

 

Independent neighborhood organizations are not beholden to development interests. 

Therefore, they provide a check & balance to potential powerful influencers to the city. This is 

the core vital service that Neighborhood Organizations provide to the city and why the city 

should continue to fund them. 

 

2.  Through the Neighborhood Revitalization Program, many Minneapolis Neighborhood 

Organizations developed beyond that basic purpose. Expectations on all sides are now higher 

than basic communication and community engagement. Through this growth, Neighborhood 

Organizations have remined primarily volunteer based. This is an important consideration when 

developing policy and proposals for neighborhood organizations to carry out. 

 

ACTION ITEMS:  

➢ All NCR staff should participate in Certified Volunteer Coordination training. 

Neighborhood staff and boards should be encouraged to participate as well. 

➢ Develop a city-wide Volunteer Recognition Program. The recognition could be a part of 

the Community Connections Conference. 

 

3. There has been much concern about the lack of diverse representation on Neighborhood 

boards. This has been alluded to be at the core of the issue of continued city funding for 

neighborhood organizations. The Roadmap does not offer any direct solution to this issue. In my 

opinion, Options 1 & 2 are offered as indirect solutions. The assumption would be that larger 

entities (Tier 3, District Councils) would be more representative. Larger entities may allow for 

more recruitment of renters and disadvantaged communities by NCR and organization staff, 

possibly with a stipend inducement. 

 

I feel it is equally possible that larger entities would actually be a barrier to true participation 

and relationship building that is at the core of the work that neighborhoods do. Under-

represented groups may find it even more intimidating to join larger, more bureaucratic entities. 

I think we need to find better ways to address this issue. 

 



➢ ACTION ITEM 

Develop Leadership Training Program that works with BOTH Neighborhood 

Organizations and Community Organizations. 

 

4. To actually make any sustainable and effective change, we need to define the following: 

➢ What are the Expectations of Neighborhood Organizations by NCR and the elected 

officials? 

➢ What are the Expectations of Neighborhood Organizations of themselves and of NCR, 

other city departments and elected officials? 

➢ What is the Capacity of Neighborhood Organizations to achieve the expectations of NCR 

and elected officials? 

In many discussions in the last year, I have heard general comments and expectations that 

neighborhood organizations should be major players in addressing the equity issue in Minneapolis. I 

agree that neighborhood organizations should most definitely be a part of a city-wide conversation on 

this extremely complicated and emotional issue, but the reality is that neighborhood organizations do 

not have the capacity to lead on this issue. 

The magnitude of this issue demands a city-wide initiative that involves neighborhoods, NCR, all city 

departments, cultural community organizations, service organizations, businesses and residents and 

elected officials at all levels. 

The issue of equity cannot be effectively addressed by parsing it out to 70 bite-sized mostly volunteer 

organizations. Nor will progress be made by re-defining the current structure of neighborhoods, i.e. 

options 1 &2 of the Roadmap. The significant changes contained in these options will create disarray 

and distraction from what we are attempting to accomplish. 

If NCR and the elected officials of Minneapolis are committed to addressing the issue of equity in our 

city, please look to the efforts of the Minneapolis Public Schools. In 2016, they created a Framework of 

Equity policy. This policy contains several practical actionable components. One component is having a 

trained Equity Lead to serve on the Leadership Team in each school and advise on school policy and 

procedure. Another component is when any major policy decisions are being considered, an Equity and 

Diversity Impact Assessment must be completed. http://www.mpls.k12.mn.us/edia 

ACTION ITEMS 

➢ Develop Equity Training for NCR and all city departments and neighborhood staff and 

volunteers. Provide funding for neighborhood organizations to cover staff time. 

➢ Develop and use an Equity & Diversity Impact Assessment before implementing changes to the 

current system of Neighborhood Organizations. 

➢ Create a focus group of residents, neighborhood staff and community organizations from all 

areas of the city to oversee the planning process of the fore-mentioned Action Items. 

SUMMARY: Neighborhood Organizations need to be supported and celebrated. Volunteers need to be 

recognized. Diverse leadership needs to be created and worked into the fabric of neighborhood 

organizations. Expectations need to be defined and agreed upon. Equity needs to be addressed on the 

city-level. 

Patricia Vogel 

Minneapolis resident 

http://www.mpls.k12.mn.us/edia


Cc:    CLPC Board 
          Downtown Neighborhood Group 
          Greg Simbeck, NCR Specialist 
 
Fr:      CLPC Board of Directors 
          Jana Metge, Executive Coordinator 
 
Date:   April 29th, 2018 
                   
Re:    Roadmap to Neighborhoods 2020  
         Public Comment Period 
 
Dear Commissioner Cichowicz, 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to respond to the document 'Roadmap to Neighborhoods 
2020'.  Our Executive Committee members have attended NCEC meetings, organized and hosted 
a Neighborhood 2020 Gathering at Plymouth Church, have testified at various NCEC meetings, 
and have reviewed this document. 
 
There are some comments we will point to within the document, but our comments will be aimed 
at larger structural and philosophical changes which need to occur for everyone to succeed. 
 
POINT 1: 
 
Neighborhoods Provide a Core and Vital Service to the City of Minneapolis. 
 
Our Councilmember, by Council Action, got this into the Minneapolis Comprehensive Plan 2040 
document after 39 neighborhoods, the NRP Policy Board, and the NCEC unanimously supported 
the removal of prioritized language from this Comp Plan engagement document stating 'Abolish 
Recognition of Neighborhoods'. 
 
Yet this language appears no where within this 'Future of Neighborhoods' document. 
 
POINT 2: 
 
Core Principles of Community Engagement 
 
These Principles were approved by the Minneapolis City Council in December 2007.   
They state: 
 
• The Right to be Involved - Based on the belief that those who are affected by a decision have a 
right to be involved in the Decision-making process. 
 
• Contributions will be thoughtfully considered. 
 
• Recognize the needs of All. 



 
• Seek out Involvement - Public Participation seeks out and facilitates the involvement of those 
potentially affected by a decision. 
 
• Participants design the Participation. 
 
• Adequate Information - That Neighborhoods get the Information they need to make informed 
decisions. 
 
• Known affect of Participation - That those who participate get to see how their input affected 
the decision/outcome. 
 
Neighborhood Organizations still operate by these Principles. We do not see city departments 
oriented on them, nor new elected Officials, and many City Departments and Commissions are 
even aware they exist.  This was an unanimous City Council Action. 
 
Why do these Principles not appear in the 'Roadmap 2020 document? 
 
 
POINT 3:  Funding  
 
Neighborhood Organizations need flexible, multi year funding.   
 
Criteria should be established and weighted utilizing the technical expertise of CPED Finance 
Staff who have put together formula based funding criteria for decades. 
 
A formula based system is the ONLY option which will ensure equity, objectivity, transparency 
and fairness.  NCEC should determine indicators, prioritize and weight them. NCEC has done a 
great job of holding listening sessions to determine what the end goal is - how Engagement will 
get us there - and what amount of funding is needed to meet that capacity need and city 
expectation. 
 
For Neighborhood Organizations to conduct strategic planning and/or project development and 
implementation based upon arising issues and neighborhood priorities, funding must be flexible 
and  
multi-year.  It would be impossible to implement Engagement on a case by case basis awaiting 
contract development and funding. Issues come up every day which neighborhoods organize on. 
If you want neighborhoods to be successful and meet expectations articulated in the 
Neighborhoods 2020 gatherings, funding must be multi year and flexible. 
 
 
POINT 4:  City Structure & Support for Neighborhoods 
Following are suggestions for what we believe is needed structure to enable Neighborhood 
Organizations to meet funding expectations; Roles & Responsibilities for Neighborhood success. 
 
Neighborhood Community Relations Department shall: 



• Provide adequate staffing of Neighborhood Specialists as recommended in the BIKO 
evaluation of the NCR Department; 
•Implement the Recommendations of the BIKO Report; 
• Provide adequate staff support to the NCEC to ensure their success; 
• Champion Neighborhood projects and causes and provide technical support as requested by 
Neighborhoods; 
• Follow through on NCEC decisions and projects, providing tech support as requested; 
• Provide to the NCEC and post on the website all expenditures of TIF funding and the 
Administrative expenditures of tax dollars with Outcome based reporting; 
• Provide General Liability Insurance to Neighborhoods which includes coverage for special 
events; 
• Provide professional training opportunities  for neighborhood volunteers & staff; 
• Reinstitute the Partnerships with University of St Thomas Minneapolis and the Humphrey 
Institute/CURA for ongoing professional development opportunities; and 
• Ensure that either the NCR Director or Deputy Director attend all NCEC meetings where 
Public Comment occurs. 
 
City Departments shall: 
•Know and abide by the Council approved Principles of Community Engagement; 
•Ensure timely notifications to Neighborhood Organizations to ensure effective outreach and 
engagement; 
•Respect the Value of resident voices; 
•Respect that residents do have a say on how their tax dollars are spent; 
•Develop partnerships with Neighborhoods coordinating Neighborhood Organizations and 
Community Organizations together, thus aiding to enhanced social capital. 
 
NCEC shall: 
• Develop job descriptions for all Commissioner seats and for Officers; 
• Develop workplan & expectations for Support Staff to the NCEC Commission; 
• Develop a Grievance procedure for Neighborhood Organizations who wish to file a complaint 
regarding the Neighborhood Relations Department, its staffing and/or violations of its stated 
policies and/or city policies; 
• Develop mechanisms to communicate with Districts NCEC Commissioners represent; 
• Elect Commissioners with job descriptions and election date posted no less than 60 days in 
advance. NCEC to recommend the appropriate number of Commissioners; 
• Coordinate quarterly presentations of neighborhood organization work to our City Council 
Committee quarterly;  
• Set policy that Commissioners must have neighborhood experience to apply - this could be 
with a community organization but familiarity with Neighborhood Organizations is preferred -
This will only build the neighborhood social capital and its capacity; 
• Appoint three (3) Reps to NCEC - City Council, Mayor, & Park Board - Define job 
descriptions and experience preference in all open appointment processes;  
• Work with Neighborhood Organizations to broaden attendance at Commissioner Elections, 
possibly creating a city wide networking event; and 
• Provide opportunities for Public Comment 
at no less than 4 NCEC meetings annually. 



 
NRP Policy Board shall: 
• Be a multi jurisdictional board with a set number of neighborhood reps as determined by 
NCEC; 
• Meet quarterly and review all TIF expenditures to ensure compliance to the NRP Law; 
• Meet quarterly and request neighborhoods to report in person on projects utilizing CPP/NRP 
funds; 
• Present a report quarterly to the Minneapolis City Council on the projects and activities of 
Neighborhood Organizations; 
• Annually organize for the Policy Board and interested Councilmembers a Tour of 
Neighborhood Organizations and projects funded by NRP funds; and  
• Be adequately staffed by the NCR Department so that meetings are productive and serve a 
purpose. 
 
POINT 5:  Specific Feedback on Roadmap to Neighborhoods 2020 
 
'Under Core Services' - The Relationship between a 501c3 Independent Minnesota Non Profit 
and a Minneapolis City Council member or City staff is one of check & balance, 
accountability.  It is not about 'being partners'.  There are many projects where the Council and 
city staff and neighborhoods will partner, but defining that role as a 'partnership' is 
inaccurate.  Just as Neighborhood Organizations are held accountable by the City, Neighborhood 
Organizations have a role to ensure that stated policy, verbalized goals, and values are also held 
accountable.  This is a huge role of a Neighborhood - is the neighborhood getting the services it 
should?  Is communication effective between City Depts and the Neighborhood? Are City 
approved actions actually happening in the neighborhoods? Are neighborhoods getting 
information timely enough to organize? 
Are their improvements needed to City or Neighborhood services? A 'Partnership' is not an 
appropriate term for these interactions. 
 
'Utilization of City dollars' - Neighborhoods more times than not, leverage Awarded City dollars. 
They raise additional dollars to expand a project. They organize neighborhood talent and 
expertise, at no charge to the City, which also is leverage of neighborhood resources. 
 
An 'Engagement System' is NOT constant.  It is fluid.  It will ebb and flow as demographic 
changes occur, new Volunteers get involved, other volunteers retire, and as volunteers have the 
ability to volunteer their personal time to any Engagement Initiative.  It is not a formula and it is 
not constant. It can vary day to day, month to month, and year to year. 
 
'Increasing Rental population' - The Roadmap document infers that the growing rental population 
is low income.  There needs to be statistical research done on this assumption.  The majority of 
rental in Downtown, North Loop, Elliot Park, Loring Park, Uptown, Lyndale Avenue, and the 
Midtown Greenway has been rental for Upper Income folks.  New rental that is helping to drive 
up rental prices and ultimately pushing lower income tenants and small family owned businesses 
out of this City.  Research should be done on the racial mix of tenants and businesses being 
priced out by market driven development and policies adjusted/developed accordingly.  Most of 
the rental being built can not even be afforded at 60% AMI by many in the City.  This is a 



HUGE issue for Minneapolis.  But, drawing an analogy between new rental and the increase of 
minority low income renters may be very inaccurate and the comments made in this document 
misrepresentative. 
 
'Critical Issues' - Affordable housing must be maintained, not only by limited available public 
funding-but also by public policy and by directing future development to ensure a mix of 
incomes and housing opportunities for all citywide, which support stated city goals. 
 
'Option 3 Funding' - There appears to be listed in the document a lot of 'cons' which could be 
listed under any non profit, not just a Neighborhood Organization and could also be listed under 
all proposed funding options. 
 
'Fiduciary consistency' - Maybe a starting place would be to review the model used to ensure 
fiduciary consistency with One Minneapolis Grants. Ensure adequate NCR Neighborhood 
Specialist capacity to provide Technical Assistance as requested. The NCR Philosophy should be 
one of strengthening Neighborhood Organizations, not one focused in Regulation and 
Enforcement. 
 
'Review of proposed Funding Options' - 
 
Funding Option #1 - Smaller neighborhoods have just as much to teach and mentor as larger 
neighborhoods, maybe more.  Look at East Phillips Neighborhood. They saved Phillips Pool - 
created a Green Institute - Stopped Powerlines in the Greenway by organizing structured 
testimony to EPA - Developed Safety Strategies & Tools now utilized downtown & citywide and 
Initiated an Urban Farm Development at the city owned Roof Depot site. There appears to be 
Faulty rationale with the explanation of this option.  
 
Additionally, NCR needs to provide the adequate number of staff to be able to provide timely 
and efficient staff support for Neighborhood Organizations.  This Option presents a model for 
larger, more experienced neighborhoods to take on smaller, less experienced neighborhoods.  It 
appears that the suggestion is for Neighborhoods to do NCR's job for them in training and 
supporting new neighborhoods vs hiring & training an adequate number of Neighborhood 
Specialists. Neighborhood Organizations have enough work to do.  Neighborhoods continually 
mentor and help each other out all the time as capacity allows.  It is the nature of our work.  This 
is not a funding model. 
 
Funding Option #2 - It is not a 'pro' to have NCR out in a neighborhood.  It can cause chaos and 
divisiveness if not managed well.  It is also not a Sustainable approach. Neighborhood and Social 
Capacity grows as residents take on volunteer opportunities, get involved, build relationships 
with each other. House x House, Block x Block.  
 
Read the Harvard Report on 'Collective Efficacy'. 
 
NCR should be providing technical support upon request, participating with their assigned 
neighborhood's activities, and reporting back to NCR Administration on Neighborhood 
Organizations' projects. 



 
It is disappointing to not see reflected in this document the positive and good discussions and the 
compromises on priorities which came out of the World Cafe Neighborhood 2020 Gatherings 
facilitated by Dave Ellis. 
 
These gatherings provided an excellent example of how neighborhoods - NCEC - the City - 
Community Organizations - Institutions can come together to deepen relationships, 
understandings of differing points of view, generate new and creative ideas, enhance cultural 
awareness, and compromise on prioritization of neighborhood issues.  And the leadership 
training beforehand was icing on the cake.  A marvelous model. 
 
A current example of a perfect NCR Specialist in his role - Greg Simbeck - Greg attended a 
board meeting, introduced himself and his role.  Then he came to an event, met residents and 
board members, heard critical issues and concerns, and is 'in touch' with the Loring Park 
Neighborhood. We know he is available to meet and problem solve should we get stuck on an 
issue or difficulty getting thru to a city department.  He has also contacted our Coordinator to 
remind about deadlines, pass on resources & opportunities, and research questions/needs then 
providing requested information.  A perfect example of an effective and helpful Neighborhood 
Specialist. 
 
Additionally, the document states that NCR could be providing 'translation services and outreach 
assistance' with this model.  Is that not what Access & Outreach Specialists are doing or should 
be doing now? 
 
NCR 'out in Neighborhoods' would be like the Governor's staff coming in and telling cities what 
to do, directing staff and Councilmembers.  It is not an appropriate role for the NCR Department. 
 
Everyone should already be working together, building the capacity for equity, and providing 
opportunities for all to be involved. 
 
Funding Option #3 is multi year, flexible, objective, and formula based funding.  What we have 
now, what we had throughout NRP, what we had for MCDA Citizen Participatory funding prior 
to that.  Yet, it is written in such a way in this document that there is a foregone conclusion that 
this funding option does not work. 
 
Why? 
NCR should provide to NCEC and neighborhoods a point by point analysis of why this Option 
does not work.  We suggest that it does work. That it should be evaluated and possibly tweaked a 
bit, but it is the only fair, transparent, objective Option. 
 
The new Option #4 - Fund on partnerships - Partnerships are hard and fragile. They are 
relationship based. When they work well, they certainly expand neighborhood capacity and 
outreach. But, it does not take a lot for a partnership to fall apart.  Many times community 
organizations and neighborhood organizations compete for the same funding. Also, keeping 
Organizations true to fulfilling Community needs many times impact a partnership. Partnerships 



are a great way to build a diverse board and an excellent teaching model for Outreach.  It is not a 
viable solution to use as a funding guide  
for Neighborhood Organizations. 
 
'Neighborhood Program' - This begs the question - what do neighborhoods do? 
It is apparent from this document that the writers really don't know what makes neighborhoods 
unique and critical to the City of Minneapolis; 
-They expand and develop a neighborhood's social capital. 
-They create a Sense of Place. 
-They creative a Safety Net where you live. 
-They build Relationships house x house and block x block. 
-They are proactive and plan for their area. 
-They are reactive and respond to critical issues as brought to them by the community. 
- They work to ensure a safe and Livable community. 
-They network and ensure accessible youth programs. 
- They put together events, meetings, and forums to bring people together 
- They are place based in their approach. 
- They create innovative solutions that the City has not the capacity to do. 
-They are intergenerational in all they do. 
- They generate funds to continue to revitalize their community. 
 
Defining as a 'PROGRAM' does a disservice to the definition of a Neighborhood 
Organization.  This is a narrative for a Social Sevice Organization.  That is not what 
Neighborhoods are.   
 
The City, the County, the Park, the State, MNDOT, Public Works, and proposed housing 
developments will always occur. Neighborhoods will always have a task of providing an 
opportunity and/or information for residents to give input and shape a project.  There will always 
be discussions on safety. There will always be work to expand park & youth programs & events. 
There will always be a need for debate - discussion - compromise - solution development.  There 
will ALWAYS be projects in a neighborhood and whether it is Phillips or Jordan or 
Kenwood.  Volunteers share a piece of themselves to create solutions - programs - opportunities 
to enhance their community 
 
'There shines forth fleetingly the ever present truth, that each and every individual based on their 
own sufferings and joys, builds for us all.' 
 
Neighborhood Organizations are a piece of the Web within the City of Minneapolis. 
 
This builds a Neighborhood. 
 
Neighborhood Organizations provide a crucial role - Neighborhoods provide a Core & Vital 
Service to the City of Minneapolis. 
End of Comments. 4/29/2018 
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